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DETAILED ACTION 

Acknowledgements 

The examiner for this application has changed. Please indicate Examiner Jason 
Borlinghaus as the examiner of record in all future correspondences. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-14 and 18 - 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 1 and 8 claims "at least one internal business process" while Claims 21 - 
22 claims "interactions among [multiple] business processes." Should Claims 1 and 8 
claim "at least two internal business processes" to allow for the dependent claims. 

Claim 20 claims performing a function based upon whether a response is or is 
not expected. As the claim is silent as to the criteria for such a determination is deemed 
subjective. 

Another concern is that when a response is expected, the system waits for the 
response before returning control to the workflow server. Is Examiner to assume that if 
the expected response never arrives, then the workflow server never regains control? 
What if it is just a very long delay, does the system just stop until a response arrives? 
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Dependent claims are rejected based upon their dependency to prior rejected 

claims. 

Correction is requested. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1 - 5, 8 - 14 and 21 - 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Chehade (US PG Pub. 2002/0128946). 

Regarding Claims 1-5 and 21, Chehade discloses a method for enabling at 
least one business process (trading participant) that uses a first data representation 
(first format) and that includes at least one activity that involves a trading partner to 
communicate with the trading partner through an interaction standard comprising the 



steps of: (see para. 33) 
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■ receiving a message (business process data) having the first data 
representation (first format) from the business process (trading 
participant), (see para. 33); 

■ automatically converting the message (business process data) having the 
first data representation (first format) into a corresponding message 
having the communication format specified by the interaction standard 
(second format), (see para. 33); 

■ receiving a message (business process data) in the communication format 
(second format) from the trading partner, (see para. 33); 

■ automatically converting the received message (business process data) 
having the communication format specified by the interaction standard 
(second format) into a corresponding message (business process data) 
having the first data representation (first format), (see para. 33); 

■ wherein the interaction standard is one of a business-to-business standard 
(RosettaNet). (see para. 15-17); 

■ wherein the interaction standard is one of RosettaNet business-to- 
business interaction standard, (see para. 15-17); 

■ wherein the business process (trading participant) includes at least one 
workflow, (see para. 16); and 

■ wherein the interaction standard (RosettaNet) defines syntax (grammar) 
and flow of interactions (sequence validation) among business processes 
(trading participants), (see para. 82) 
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Chehade does not explicitly teach that the business process is internal. However, 
whether the business process is internal or external does not change the function of the 
claimed methodology, as the same functions are performed regardless of whether the 
business process is internal or external. 

Furthermore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to have made the business process internal by 
combining the process manager and one of the trading partners, as disclosed by 
Chehade, into one unit since it has been held that forming in one piece an article which 
has formerly been formed in two pieces and put together involves only routine skill in 
the art. Howard v. Detroit Stove Works, 150 U.S. 164 (1893); In re Larson, Russler& 
Meldahl, 340 F.2d 965, 967, 144 USPQ 347, 349 (CCPA 1965). 

Regarding Claims 8-14 and 22, such claims recite substantially similar 
limitations as claimed in previously rejected claims and, therefore, would have been 
obvious based upon previously rejected claims or are otherwise disclosed by the prior 
art applied in previously rejected claims. Such claim limitations are therefore rejected 
using the same art and rationale as previously utilized. 

Claims 6-7 and 18 - 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Chehade, as applied to Claims 1 - 2 and 8 above, and further in view 
of Bhatt (US PG Pub. 2003/01 01 1 69) and Saito (Patent 6,032,1 24). 

Regarding Claim 18, Chehade discloses a method wherein the step of 
automatically converting the received message (business process data) having the 
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communication format (second format) specified by the interaction standard into the 
corresponding message (business process data) having the first data representation 
(first format) includes the steps of: (see para. 33) 

■ retrieving a service name (sender identifier) and queries (business 
process data), (see para. 55 - 57 and 80 - 84); 

■ parsing the request and extracting data, (see para. 80 - 84); 

■ starting the service (validation process) and passing data (to process 
module), (see para. 80 - 84); 

■ obtaining service (validation) results, (see para. 80 - 84); 

■ preparing a response (converting message), (see para. 84 - 85); and 

■ sending the message (transmits message), (see para. 84 - 85). 
Chehade does not teach a method wherein the steps include retrieving an 

extensible-markup query language (XQL) queries; retrieving an extensible markup 
language (XML) template; preparing an XML response; sending the XML message; and 
returning control to a workflow server, although Chehade does disclose that the 
business processes' activities are dictated by workflow, (see para. 16). 
Bhatt discloses a method wherein the steps include: 

■ retrieving extensible-markup query language (XQL) queries, (see para. 36 
& 72); parsing the request and extracting data (see para. 36 & 72); 

■ starting the service (retrieval) and passing data (to Path Processor), (see 
para.33 - 36); 

■ obtaining service results (retrieved data), (see para. 74); 
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■ retrieving an extensible markup language (XML) template, (see para. 74 - 
75); 

■ preparing an XML response (XML document), (see para. 74); and 

■ sending the XML message, (see para. 67). 
Saito discloses a workflow server. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Chehade by incorporating the data storage and 
retrieval formats, as disclosed by Bhatt, thereby allowing for usage of conventional and 
standard data storage formats. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Chehade and Bhatt by incorporating a workflow 
server, as disclosed by Saito, thereby designating an automated server to manage the 
workflow information already addressed by Chehade. 

Regarding Claims 6-7 and 19 - 20, such claims recite substantially similar 
limitations as claimed in previously rejected claims and, therefore, would have been 
obvious based upon previously rejected claims or are otherwise disclosed by the prior 
art applied in previously rejected claims. Such claim limitations are therefore rejected 
using the same art and rationale as previously utilized. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to pending have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JASON M. BORLINGHAUS whose telephone number is 
(571)272-6924. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday; 9am - 
5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, James A. Kramer can be reached on (571)272-6783. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Jason M Borlinghaus/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3693 
September 15, 2009 
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